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ACS		 3,000			 5.1		 17.7	
tCER1		 2,300		 13.7		 30.2






















































The	crediting	period	is	only	10	years		 275,000 14,200 3,000 50,000	 50,000
The	CER	price	is	only	US$3/tCO2e		 30,000	 6,750	 4,500	 6,550	 8,900	
The	transaction	costs	are	the	highest		 18,550	 5,650	 3,700	 5,000	 8,300	
The	risk	discounting	is	the	highest	(2%	
annual)		
11,000 5,150 2,400 3,250	 5,300
The	CER	price	is	foreseen	to	increase	3%	
annual		
11,000	 3,000	 14,550	 30,000	 7,300	
Without	any	condition	(all	simulations)		 11,000	 3,000	 2,300	 3,250	 4,200	
	
Discussion	and	conclusions		
Only	long	crediting	periods	allow	small	to	medium	sized	projects	to	benefit	from	the	CDM,	particularly	
crediting	periods	longer	than	the	stand	rotation	cycle.	Most	likely,	a	20‐year	crediting	period	will	result	
in	large	projects,	promote	the	use	of	fast‐growing	species,	and	increase	the	likelihood	of	negative	socio‐
economic	and	environmental	impacts	of	CDM	forestry	projects.	As	only	long	crediting	periods	
encourage	the	use	of	native	species,	the	establishment	of	near‐permanent	forest,	and	the	participation	
of	smaller	projects,	longer	crediting	periods	should	be	considered	in	the	forthcoming	discussions	on	the	
post‐2012	period.	Our	analysis	of	accounting	methods	suggests	that	if	carbon	accounting	methods	were	
to	be	reconsidered	for	the	second	commitment	period,	the	discussion	should	focus	on	the	ACS	and	tCER	
methods,	since	the	‘ton‐year’	method	would	make	carbon	selling	a	very	poor	incentive	for	forestry	
projects.		
The	climatic	risks	associated	with	the	ACS	method	require	the	establishment	of	a	clear	liability	regime.	
This	regime	would	specify	how	much	compensation	would	be	required	in	the	case	that	the	carbon	
credited	would	be	involuntarily	or	deliberately	re‐emitted.	This	liability	regime	could	be	based	on	the	
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‘ton‐year’	method	to	calculate	the	project	contribution	to	climate	change	mitigation	up	to	the	moment	
of	carbon	re‐emission.	Under	this	approach,	liability	would	not	last	forever	and	credits	could	be	
bundled	with	an	insurance	coverage	for	a	limited	period	of	time.	Provided	that	the	concept	of	
equivalence	between	avoided	emissions	and	temporary	removal	is	accepted	and	defined,	the	amount	of	
ACS	credits	to	be	insured	would	decrease	over	time	as	the	cumulative	ton‐year	line	increases.	Liability	
would	end	when	the	cumulative	ton‐year	value	is	equal	to	the	ACS	amount	(Figure	1).		
TCER	methods	appear	to	be	more	appropriate	to	address	the	non‐permanence	of	carbon	in	forests.	
However,	the	lower	price	of	expiring	CERs	may	not	be	sufficient	to	motivate	the	establishment	of	CDM	
forests,	particularly	of	smaller	ones.		
From	a	climatic	point	of	view	there	is	no	reason	to	decide	on	a	single	accounting	method.	Therefore,	the	
possibility	of	letting	the	project	decide	about	the	most	convenient	accounting	method	should	not	be	
excluded	a	priori.	According	to	the	intended	project	duration,	the	local	risks	of	non‐permanence,	the	
availability	of	insurance	providers,	and	the	expected	variation	of	CER	prices,	a	project	may	choose	one	
or	the	other	accounting	method.	This	flexibility	may	help	more	initiatives	to	participate	to	the	CDM	after	
2012.		
The	high	transaction	costs	generated	by	the	modalities	and	procedures	of	the	CDM	and	the	few	credits	
resulting	from	the	different	accounting	methods	appear	to	exclude	small	plantation	projects	from	the	
CDM.	Because	of	equity	and	leakage	considerations,	and	because	small‐scale	projects	are	more	prone	to	
induce	positive	impacts	on	sustainable	development	than	large	projects,	there	is	an	interest	in	
proposing	regulations	and	institutional	arrangements	that	would	facilitate	the	participation	of	small‐
scale	projects.	The	challenge	is	how	to	define	these	rules	without	increasing	climatic	risks	and	
transaction	costs.	The	discussion	on	simplified	modalities	and	procedures	for	small‐scale	projects	has	
so	far	not	provided	evidence	that	significant	transaction	cost	savings	can	be	made	in	the	case	of	CDM	
forestry	projects.	Eventually,	more	attention	should	be	given	to	measures	to	facilitate	the	
implementation	of	small‐scale	projects,	such	as	bundling	of	small‐scale	projects	under	an	umbrella	
organization.	Such	bundling	may	facilitate	the	participation	of	small	and	medium	stakeholders	in	the	
CDM	as	economy	of	scale	and	knowledge	concentration	becomes	possible.	However,	this	type	of	
organization	requires	important	institutional	capacities,	as	large	numbers	of	small	projects	must	be	
managed	and	coordinated.	Furthermore,	host	countries	might	have	to	design	and	implement	innovative	
financial	schemes	to	create	incentives	for	small	forest	plantations.	The	entity	managing	such	umbrella	
projects	and	incentives	could	finance	small	projects	under	its	proper	rules	and,	at	the	same	time,	sell	
carbon	credits	under	the	CDM	rules.	The	challenge	is	to	develop	schemes	that	are	real	incentives	for	
small	plantations	and	that	guarantee	the	long‐term	financial	viability	of	the	umbrella	organization.		
The	participation	of	small	forestry	projects	might	be	eased	by	the	addition	of	other	climate‐related	
activities,	such	as	energy	mitigation	activities	or	adaptation	activities.	The	combination	of	a	small	
forestry	project	with	an	energy	project	producing	electricity	from	woody	residues	may	allow	the	
generation	of	permanent	credits	and	a	more	effective	contribution	to	sustainable	development.	Indeed,	
under	some	conditions,	this	type	of	arrangement	would	provide	constant	energy	to	the	local	population	
and	at	the	same	time	avoid	emissions	from	fossil	fuel	consumption	and	develop	or	maintain	plantation	
areas	as	a	result	of	a	permanent	wood	demand.		
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